Supplementary Methods
what extent the geometric figure was predictive of target location on the same side from 0 (never) to 100 (always). For the liking ratings, they were asked to rate to what extent the geometric figure was unpleasant or pleasant from 0 (very unpleasant) to 100 (very pleasant).
For the arousal and the relevance ratings, participants were asked to rate to what extent the geometric figure was arousing from 0 (not at all arousing) to 100 (very arousing) , and to what extent it was important to them from 0 (not at all important) to 100 (very important), respectively.
After the extinction phase of the conditioning procedure, participants completed (a) CS-US contingency ratings, along with (b) liking, (c) arousal, and (d) relevance ratings of the geometric figures. For the CS-US contingency ratings, they were asked to rate to what extent the geometric figure was predictive of the delivery of an electric stimulation on a VAS going from 0 (never) to 100 (always). The procedure for the liking, arousal, and relevance ratings was identical to the one used in the preconditioning ratings. The order of the geometric figure presentations and the questions was randomised across participants for both the PAVLOVIAN CONDITIONING TO GOAL-RELEVANT STIMULI 2 preconditioning and the postconditioning subjective ratings. Finally, participants rated to what extent it was important to them to perform well in the spatial cueing task on a VAS ranging from 0 (not at all important) to 100 (very important; M = 74.87, SD = 15.88, range = 17.05-100).
The preconditioning ratings of the stimuli's predictive power were analysed with a repeated-measures general linear model (GLM) assuming compound symmetry covariance structure including stimulus type (CS+ vs. CS-) and stimulus category (goal-relevant valid vs.
goal-relevant invalid vs. goal-irrelevant) as within-participant categorical factors, and participants' standardised (z-score) achievement motivation score as a continuous predictor.
This analysis showed that there was no statistical difference across the three stimulus categories, or as a function of stimulus type, achievement motivation, or the interaction between any of these factors in the predictive power ratings of the stimuli (all Fs < 1.07, all ps > .34, all η 2 ps < .016; Supplementary Figure 1a) . These results tentatively suggest that participants did not seem to be able to explicitly distinguish the predictive power of the different stimuli used as cues during the spatial cueing task.
The liking, the arousal, and the relevance ratings were each analysed using a repeatedmeasures GLM assuming compound symmetry covariance structure including stimulus type 
